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appointed by and dependent on him, but Impey was not
Hastings's servant. He had not been appointed by and
was wholly independent of him.

For these reasons it seems to me that the coincidence
of time between the two accusations, however fitted to
strike the imagination and to excite a vague suspicion
against Hastings, ought not to be regarded as sufficient
evidence to render guilt on the part of Hastings probable
even in a low degree.

To suppose that the matters stated prove anything as
against Impey is to show either ignorance or looseness
of thought, for the argument assumes that Impey had
something to do with the early steps in the case, and so
with the time when the case was brought before him.
This is contrary to the fact. Whatever wickedness
is imputed to Impey, he could not interfere with the
time when, the prosecution began. His opportunity of
misconducting himself would not arise till the prisoner
was brought before him by others. He was not even the
committing magistrate. Nuncornar was committed by
Hyde and Lemaistre, who could not, when Mohun
Persaud swore an information before them, refuse to
proceed, or, if they thought it a case for committal, to
commit. When Nuncomar was committed his'trial at
the next session was a matter of course, over which none
of the judges had any influence whatever. I have
already pointed out the absurdity of the language of the
article of impeachment which implies that on barely
hearing a report that Nuncomar had accused Hastings
of corruption, Impey ought to have refused to try Nun-
comar for forgery. The readiness with which Macaulay
and Mr. Merivale accept the conclusions which the
impeachment draws mainly, if not entirely, from. the